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i-r. rrec Urahaa 
-ho uew York 'J&bqs 
1920 St. , M 
Viaabin^tan, b.C. 






hear ir'rod, 


^.3 I wrote you serezsl days up , I au asking the fol^ovau^ questions of you In 
connection with uiy book on the oub^erct oi youx aatciaer article and for tike purpose of 
dakj-EL, a record. U> tiait they will be in the proper context, I record that we * throe 
conversations prior to your writing of the article that ap eared a week ago (ana I have 
waitoa uore than a week for your promised call), that 1 offered you a co-pletc bac^groundin;* 

; rior to . our writing tue article and prior to Latciiaer’d access to wnat had noon sup ressod, 
and that thin specifically included accos to my file of id a writing ana our correspondence , which 
1 particularly urged upon you. You accopyed none of iny offers. 

Who first iiiforneu you tliat Lattiuei* wa u being givan e.-xlusive access to this 
suppressed evidence, under wiiat conditions or limitations? Uho prouiced ann arrived 
this saccluoivo 1 or you/ Were you told why you^anu the r fiaes were so carefully /ed this 

leak? hid your editors approve the exclusive leak and the exclusive access to hatdmer? 
iJnax the letter part of the ueal? 




Who promised you access, with the dodge you explainea to ne? If it i E goii^ to 
be consummated, when one under whet circunotances aim restrictions, if any? Lave your 
editors been informanec and have they ap jroved? 

• •• : ?\a ’ 1 * •. 

rrior to nia seeing this evidence, had Latimer expressed to you what you would 
<~ ascribe £:■ groat inter. at in other t).an the braoe and bandage? If so, which, end for 
rc '' i£sOE45 ‘ i ’ iou aliou l d re,c i 1 til nt jou indicated to me his interest seemed to be in 
the b ^ ce and bandage only. 1 suggest what 1 then told you of thle preconception of Me 
is reflected in your article, where you covered lain ae best you coulci. If thia ie in 
your o pinion an unfair conclusion, I would appreciate expression of it. hid you communicate 
taexa to lam or to anyone else my refuation of his published belief "that it was physically 
impossible aor him to have bent over" in reference to the President's "more thxn ^ 
lumbar brace" (Medical World hews 1 3/12/69)} or as ho put it in JALA IO/ 24 / 66 , "after lie 
was struck by the first (sic) bullet, he lid not top ,le or crumple forward or laterally... 
could only tilt stiffly and elightly to his left?" (Lore if you'd like.) * 

lour authentication of nattimor's credentials as a genuine expert is presented on 
. o.n own nutiiorlty, in these words, widely repeated sinoa publication: "...has written a 
scn.ee of articles in medical Journals..." toad "has written and lectured extensively 
a Pout the assassination. " In your opinion, do tailing and writing make export! ne? ho 
;r°uh£ ve any personal knowledge of any aubstantial research into the fact of the assassination, 
particularly tne medical fact, by hattioer? hid you aek Mm about this before certif-iarliin 
such an eminent expert in your name and that of the limes? (So give you a minor exaale tb 
lustrate that tan la not a frtwkious question, more than four years after the assassination, 
III"' ^sti^tion of which the murder of Policeman J.h. 'fip.it was part, ho asked another 
c-itic o* the ofiicial explanation, "do you know anything about the location and nature of 

, ~ J !£ !° (s * c) 01 Uffioer add another, five years after the ae. aesination, 

nsxec. aoout the amateur movie of it, which he had already desert boa in public, he admitted 
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" L lJ d id not even se~ the notion picture to which you refer. M ) If you did ask this 

question, what in the response do you consider Justifies your description of his alleged 
credential sV Does he in jt>ur opinion (and 1 not- that you are also a lawyer} meet the 
del tuition of the contract of a meal cal expert qualified for access? When l expressed 
shock tnat a urologist, who obviously aid not meet these prerequisites, was to De given 
exclusive access, you said you would xnjreau the contract. Xou dia not offer any opinion 
on his suitability umwr the contract, instead quoting it in a way that it appear 

to the tuyuan that he is, in fact, qualified* frior to this you describe rdm as a physician, 
as head of uls uupartment at ColuHtbia , as an expert in gunshot wounds because of wartime 
experience (iu tux. forensic sense an utter falsehood), rv*d only at the end, after failing 
to note at any point what you did know, that he is not a pathologist and is ^ot qualified 
in pathology, do you quote tiie clause ‘'or related areas of science or technology. " 
you Biust know, ills fil^a of genuine expertise.-, urology, is not within the definition of 
this clause, the rreeiu<-nt*o urinary system not ueing involves in the asoacaiiiation in any 
way, you conclude with the highly selective quotation from burke l«&r shall on "rocoigjisea 
experts , were you judge the writing of another, would iConjASer this fair, honest and 
straight forward joumali sism or & contrived juatifi cation of the unjustifiable, what to 
me is a deliberate deception? hp you, of your own knowledge or as a reiult of normal 
rcpcrtoriol questioning, know it to be a fact that Lattimer reau the medical testimony 
and evidence one. that which is relevant? (jigain, 1 can give you quotations oersuaoing tie 
had not as recently as lose than a week ago.) 

In connection with your suyi-ig on your own authority tliat he has wrriten "extensively**, 

I aak if you have seen more than two articles in medical journals not dealing with the 
medical evidence plus a letter likewise devoted to other topics? To put this another way, 
can you name anyone you would describe as an expert of any icLnu on the neunedy assassination 
who has written less than Lat timer? Unless you can, woulu you care to offer me an explanation 
o£ your personal authentication oi nis expertise so that 1 may regard this as other tnan 
what without such explanation I will have to regard ana oaVt it, propaganda? 

in com=ction with these miu oth^r questions, 1 woulu. like to point out tliat when 
you knew is adv anc e that he was being given exclusive access ana that you were having an 
exclusive story arranged for you, you had ample time to do any checking you desired or 
com id^rod incumbent upon you, including acceptance of my offer of his writing and of 
corroopanuence with him (one ecnnnge in which I will enclose) • 

lours is tne longest story 1 have seen* It is also the only one I have seen not to 
report what you sliould have icnow is a lie, his pretunoe that until seeing this evidence 
he Lad had doubts auout Oswald's guilt. fhy aid you not report this statement every other 
reporter did? If you have any familiar! ty with his writing, you should know that the very 
first sentence in tlie earliest he lias acicnowledgddto me, 10/l4/6o, opeisvitk "the 

assassin Lee Harvey Oswald". I enclose his letter to ilodical World Levs of j/ly/70 where 
he repeats this in a political context. I yhy you omitted any reference to this extremist 
political self-description, and I aslc if you would describe it as other than paranoia? 

j-ou wrote that according to him seeing the pictures, ?*-roys auu clothing "‘eliminates 
any doubt completely 1 about the viability of the barren Comni scion's conclusion* that Leo 
Harvey Oswald fired all the shots that struck the Tresiaent." *>o you viould have more time 
10 think about it, I wrote you previously to say I would be asking about this writing. X 
ask first how you could omit any reference to Wove mo r Connaly 1 s wouna% i of which from 
the onxcial account and Lat timer's earlier one have to Love been caused by null of 3^9* 
icre you now aware tliat since appearance of your article he has conceded that it could havo 
-is^ed th i^esident entirely and have hit the governor only? Lave you fany co-uuont on this 
ana its total and. irreparable destruction of the Warden iieport, rather tliat the affirmation 
you report? hie ho acknowledge this to you, or did you ask hiti about it, knowing as you do 
that it is central to the official case and as you should, that it is central to his, amon_ 
other places reflected in his article "The kenneay-Oonnally dingle ^ullet Theory", International 
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Surgery, \Z/6B? 1 ./ould wuloone explanation of this particularly in connection with the 
limes 1 noad, Upholds warren Keport. hid you asx Lattimex* how in his meuieai opinion 
tnis evido-ncc has the capability he attributes to it anu you repeat without any questionV 
Can you personally unuerstano. now such evidence could in any way prove who fired what or 
how many shots? nid you* if you had a Hj uoubt of the total ^nrl complete impossibility 
Of your own words, aox any other export, any pathologist, for example? bid you, in fact, 
not know without question tn&t tliis is imposrfLblo , auu if you did not, 1 ask you to 
explain now ho* it ig so t-mt I nay use yt.-ur own words* ho you not think it was your 
obligation to check this sort of thing and not report what is at best dubious, ©specially 
when from your own considerable experience you had to know the international attention 
your worcis would ana did attract inici the play your own paper would it? 

On your own authority you report that the aenuedys denied access to the film to 
the warren Co^xis ion. I ask for your authority or proof or any checking you did before 
publishing what amount to the statement that the family of tne murdered President denied 
its nest important evidence to the official investigation. jlou soy the "photograoha were 
suppressed to avoid anguish to the family of the President.' 1 Can this relate to more tw.n 
publication, which is unrelated to examination by the Commission? From your own training 
and experience, can you toll me of any way in which this evidence coulu have been denied 
to an ol.icial investigation with the power of suepena, which it did uaoSto you know that 
physical possession cf the evidence was, during tiw investigation, by a ny Kennedy? You 
make a point which in partly valid, attributing it to Lattiner, that publication of the 
picture of the fatal wouua would be* "horrible". ^1 re mind you that the Ccm isaion JljjLd 
publish the picture of the President 1 o head exploding when it served official purposes.) 
would tills dc true of any v— rays? Were not the Arrays of others, in fact, officially 
publosheh? Why did you omit reference to l-ray3 at this point? Or pf their publication? 
bid you asm Lattimer lio v/ he kuow^ the Corn, isaion staff did not have •'access to the 
puctures and JU-rays"? 


on what basis did you report only four requests for access to this evidence? 


iou report nnttiDer f s comment on the alleged angle of the non-fa tal bullet, 599 , 
aa depicted in a drawing. You do not report the testimony, which givoo this angle in a 

number, bid Let timer #Lve you either angle, this or his? liis prior to "study" of the 

evidence is enclosed, printed with Ills quoted letter. Is his preconception in any way 

as a result of his "study"? i-ave you made any effort to 
ete_Tiine , as is possible from tno readily— available evidence, whether his urcaent 
reporting con oe accurate? Ur whether he could have confused two different bullet holes? 

Or if liis present account is possible, the rest of the official account io possible? lie 
□corns to be saying what contuses me, and 1 solicit your explanation because of your 

reporting, xiio »iarren Commission was right, this single bullet dia inflict all seven non- 

la 5SJ , fcren^ ii * ^ was wron & ^ locating tne point of entry, how how can it be right for 
twJJ/poxfits of enrxry separate by several inches, ana by how many, have you a: deed yourself, 
when this angle is jjrojectea to tne end of the imputed trajectory? how does this relate to 
the official positioning of the other six wounds, if at all? ur their possibility? bid it 
not occur to you to ack hat timer anything about this? bid he say what you did not report? 

You report nothing from him on the alleged lateral path of tfai bullet. Can it be so ignored 
when clearly his lateral location of the alleged point of entry is different that that of 
the Commission ann everyone elscf bid he explain anything to i.cake credible his representation 
oj. the ofiicial trajectory tnrough tne President as "almost parallel to t^ie ground"? bid you 
ciiocm this ana if you dia, are it satisfied it is a fair representation? you aware or 
did he tell you that the street at the* point of murder has a four degree decline? 

Uithout question you quote him as saying "a circular bruise (vhiclij is typical of wounds 
Ox uh^tj * Is it not true t.mt axis wound also show such bruising? 
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If you did uot do any independent cliecking on vhnt you attribute to Lattimer gnd 
what you soy in your own notn and on your own authority* X solicit your co— ant on now 
this conforms to i'imer and other journalistic practisest ho you or^dnarily do no cheeicLng 
on such GtoriosV ho you orcuL^arily refuse in advance access to evidence you kno. is 
certain to at least contradict what you are going to write? 

dan you toll me how hr* nattimer proved that the front and rear non— fatal wounds 
were caused uy the sane bullet? hid you consult any authority to learn whether, when 
it is ulue&od tnni no Done is struck* it can be said with positiveness tnat M the ^wroys 
provo that cue front and rear holes were made by the same bullet ,# ? hid he cite any 
picture showing thiB, or any surgery during the autopsy to establish it* the normal 
practise, or any picture of such surgery? 


nat timer is quoted as saying that the similarities between the ^incoln one the JITC 
as as aina tioiiu is wiiat iia mediately captured his interest in th- more recent ono# Jicyou 
ash him to reconcile this with ills own po sitlon, that kinchin was killed by a conspiracy 
and Jkh was not, in your own 'niords (put more strongly by him elsewhere)? ho you not 
t r an k you should have if you did not? Can you reconcile tlri. 3 ? 


lou say tjmt only twice after the autopsy film was deposited in the archives* 
according to its records, were they every examinee for the government# l'here hoc. to 
have been at least one other tiiiQ* for the government itself reports examination after 
return by the autopsy doctors, then Dy the autopsy doctors in preparation of their 
report for tlua attorney b^noral so long kept secret* then for tho Attorney General's 
second panel, again kept secret# hoes not your own reporting confirm this? 


Enclosed is my 3/2^/69 letter to hr# Lattia»er. 1 have just mailed on oy carbon 
certain questions I then asueb of 1dm. fo this day ho has made no response. Instead 
in. wrote what could not be more inappropriate* that ny inquiring* really challenging 
letter* war ’’enthueiastic". Jnen you 88< some of tlto ruestions ho refused to answer 


ano. consider their applicability to tiio present situation ho and you have broughtarto 
pass* even il you do not luave or seek answers to these question* you ran decide how 
applicable tho designation " enthusiastic" is and, indeed* i 1 it is rational. ^nd what 
it soys of iu.3 impartiality, expertise or as I suggest, competence to hold any opinion# 
Iiis lecwQi' also is attached# because of his enclosed political commentary, and here I 
dispute urology as accreditation also, 1 provide page 1 22 of my book WhlThViaSSI# If you 
arc* unwilling to believe vnat it represents of the ofiiciol evidence ono nat timer* s 


interpretation oi it, if you will permit a kinaneos, I invite* your checiaji of my 
citations in the 26 volumes* which tho xfj. 4 e 3 hoc# any comment on tho injection of 
such politics, its relevance* anu honesty# l cannot give you trie correspondence of another 
but in connection with this letter of n is delving into politics, you might wont to 
ap rais : his criticism oi another, saying that person's m&iumnental work (in my oixLuicn) 
was u undercut" by "the vigor ana extreme on t hu si asm 11 ol the .ritin, , as he interpreted it 



9 




There i.. much mora tuat bears on Lattimer's credibility. If 1 s -are you all of it* I 
provide an example you can see in tho **cw York lost of IO/h/ 69* reporting of a speech 
±u which, other things, lie reported that at the moment the President was struck the 

car "was turned a bit to the right and going up” (emphasis added)# both directions are wrong. 
Jere our positions reversed, would you find it easy to ignore the possibility that refusal 
to examine what what offered was deliberate because it would have precluded the possilibity 
of such a stoxy as you wrote? 

G-\l>E Z/Y 

~ now ask you the circumstances of your he via . uo..n exclusively a copy of tiie contract 
uT.de: which alx o: this was possible, whether you have reread what you then wrote f-nri regard 
iw as fair or id complete reporting, whether you requested it gp, your own or at the suggestion 
oi another \,ii so, whose), whether you were officially brie^ori its meaning, a nr l whether it 
aould evi,r have been suppressed because not suppressing it would cause undignified anu sensa- 
tional publicity? 1 look forward to response# Sincerely* harold Weis berg 
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